A. That's why I would go on the side of safety.

Q, Because you really do not know enough about
blasting techniques and safety factors to know how
far back would be safe under particular factual

circumstances?

A. Under normal conditions, yes, but under extreme
conditions, no.

With regard to his conclusions that an adequate blast warning was
not given to employees in this case, Mr. Bixler testified as follows
(Tr. 247-250):

Q. The purpose of this statute is to make sure
that those employees who were in the area would be
given a sufficient opportunity to go to a safe place;
isn't that correct?

A. That's correct.

Q. And any warning device which is understood by the
blaster and the other employees and which provides that
type of notice would be adequate under the statute,
would it not?

A. Would you repeat that again, please?

Q. Any warning, technique or procedure which is under-
stood by the blaster and by the employees on the premises
and which gives the employees that notice so that they can
go to a safe area would be sufficient under the statute,
would it not?

A.  In this case, it was posted, and I would think that
the signal given could be misleading.

Q. But do you know whether or not Mr. Alvatrona relied
upon the sign?

A. That I couldn't say.

Q. You have no way of knowing that one way or the other?

A. No.

Q. You have no way of knowing what Mr. Alvatrona under-
stood by the motion from Mr. Bloom?-;

A. I have no way of knowing that either.

98e needs to get under it, he could" (Tr. 244).
